






















































































































部にすぎない。ギニア会社TheCompany of Guinney and Binneyが英
国の枢密院に， トンプソンの関与する会社がギニア沿岸に来ることを差
し止めるよう請願を出している記録もある。さらに，我々の関心にとっ


















































































コケインCockayneである。彼の一派は新会社 TheKing’s Merchant 
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EAST悶DIATRADE AND THE ECONOMIC POLICY 
IN SEVENTEENTH CENTURY ENGLAND 
.: Summary ;i. 
T. David Ito 
百四 aimsof血ispaper are, firstly, to place the first Navigation Act 
at血estartmg point of the ・development of English Mercantihsm，阻d
then to trace her national effort to keep pace of commercial exp四 sion
with由ebuilding of national industry. 
官官 Englishtrading policy in the seventeenth century is often repre-
sented by the so-called Navigation Acts Usual understanding tends to 
say也atthe interests reflected in the series of Acts are those of privileged 
distant traders. Closer exammat10n of吐iefirst Navigation Act, however, 
shows也isview is not really correct. Further studies into也eactivilles of 
阻 influentialperson, Beniamin Worsley, on血eproce田 ofthe d回目ting
of the Act, make it clear that it is more persu田iveto look at吐ieAct 
as出e白rststep to introduce the entrepot system in English trade. 
τhe entrepot system was developed in the Netherlands But this leads 
the country mto the economic decline m世iefollowing century, because 
the growih of national industry is prevented by her exclusive concentra-
世on担toprocessmg trade. England, by contrast, c阻 escapefrom the 
danger曲目ugliher heated debates between woolen manufacturers and 
廿10sewho share出国rinterests, on the one hand, and chstant traders 
whose main representative is the East India Company, on the other. In 
由efirst half of血e田ntury，也eBullionists blame the activities of血e
East India Company for draining English gold. At the end of the century, 
imported Indian calico is looked at as也enval commochty of the English 
national products, woolen fabncs 
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As the result of those national debates, English trading policy comes 
to support oversea trade only when it profits the national economy 
which is based on也ehome mdustry. The whole process of世田bmlding
up of the protective trading policy, at the same time, prepares England 
for her colonialism.百四 essenceof colomalism is a system of tradmg 
monopoly. The soc10-political change m出e17血 centuryis directed to 
liberating of the nation from feudal monopoly. 百1isnew trading policy 
made by them, however, was another form of monopoly. 
